A Sitz for the Gospel of Mark? A critical reaction to Bauckham's theory on the universality of the Gospels 
INTRODUCTORY REMARKS
The aim of this paper is to evaluate the most recent article of Richard Bauckham in which he challenges the current consensus in New Testament scholarship that the gospels were written for, and addressed to, specific believing communities. Bauckham's thesis in short is that the gospels were written with the intention to be circulated as widely as possibleit was written for every Christian community of the late first century to which the gospels 6 Other scholars that also argues for a Roman provenance of the Gospel whose points of view are not discussed in the above section are Swete (1909) , Johnson (1960) , Manson (1962) , Burkhill (1963) , Nineham (1963) , Pesch (1968) , Evans (1970) , Martin (1972) , Lane (1974 ), Farmer (1974 , Kealy (1977) and Myers (1988) . 7 Vander Broek (1987:31) , however, argues that Mark's use of Aramaic words and his use of unexplained geographical names (which Bartlet argues indicates an intimate knowledge of the area) actually point more to Palestine than Syria as a possible setting of the Gospel.
A SiI1./or the Gospel 0/ Mark?
"Gentile community in the East". He sees Mark as defending Jesus against the accusation of abandoning the Jewish law and agamst the suspicion of Jewish nationalism. In the Gospel Mark ascribes all human guilt in Jesus' crucifixion to the Jewish leaders (e g Mk 2: 6-8; 3:6; 7:7, 13; 12:13,28; 14:1,55) . This apologetic of Mark is intended to make his Gentile readers aware of the riddle of Jewish unbelief and their own grace, an apologetic intent that could only have been understood by a Gentile audience such as in Syria. Kee (1984:245-255 ) is most probably the scholar who has argued most comprehensively for a Syrian provenance for Mark. He understands the community of Mark as an apocalyptic community, and uses sociological models drawn from other apocalyptic communities to try to define the shape of Mark's community. Mark's community is an apocalyptic community after the style of the Hasidim and the Essene communities that Lohmeyer (1936) argues that early Christianity had two main centers: Galilee and
Jerusalem. In Galilee a Son of Man eschatology predominated, and in Jerusalem a nationalistic messianic hope prevailed. Galilee celebrated the breaking of the bread, and
Jerusalem the memorial meal. In Galilee Jesus was the Lord, and in Jerusalem he was the expected Messiah. According to Lohmeyer, Mark's gospel has taken up this historical (geographical) difference(s) between Galilee and Jerusalem in the sense that "geography becomes theology" (Lohmeyer 1936: 162) . In Mark, Lohmeyer argues, a direct opposition between Galilee and Jerusalem can be detected: Galilee is the center of Jesus' ministry, the sphere of divine activity, while Jerusalem is typified as the center of opposition towards Jesus' ministry, the sphere of hate and misunderstanding. Understood as such, in Mark Jerusalem (the traditional "Gottesstadt") is replaced by Galilee (the new "kommende Gotteshaus")9. Lohmeyer and Lightfoot's study of the opposition between Galilee and Jerusalem in Mark was further developed by Marxsen (1959) in his redaktionsgeschichtliche study 9 In a later work, titled Kultus und Evange/ium, Lohmeyer (1942) described the opposition between Galilee and Jerusalem in tenns of the concepts Evangelium (Galilee) and Kultus (Jerusalem). Jesus' activity in Galilee (e g the forgiving of sins, eating with sinners, disobeying the rules of the Sabbath) was critique aimed at the cult in Jerusalem. Through these activities Jesus postulated a "neue Heiligkeit und neues Heil" (Lohmeyer 1942:106) and dismantled the cult (temple) in Jerusalem.
10 See Malbon (1982:242-255 ) for a more extensive and apt sununary of the positions Lohmeyer and Lightfoot in regard to the possible opposition between Galilee and Jerusalem in Mark.
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Digitised by the University of Pretoria, Library Services :7.9. 14, 15. 16.28,39; 3:7-8) . Galilee is the center of Jesus' activity, the center of the Markan community, as well as the place for the awaiting parousia (see Mk 14:28; 16:7). Mark thus writes a "Galilean Gospel" (Marxsen 1959:92) , "Galilee is Jesus' place" (Marx sen 1959:59), and Jesus' "decisive preaching always occurs in Galilee" (Marxsen 1959:62 1987:203-222) . In no way can I imagine that the historical Jesus "prophesized" (in terms of telling the future) the fall of the temple. Mark. therefore. employs the words of Jesus in Mark 13:2 as "prophecy". that is. a prophecy ex eventu.
16 For a discussion on the house church as the dominant social institution in early Christianity. see Van Eck (1991:667-671) . 17 Other scholars who argue for a Galilean setting for Mark. whose arguments are not discussed in full in the above section. are Conzelmann (1967) , O'Callaghan (1972) . Kealy (1977) and Mack (1995 Bauckham (1998:12) , that by the time Matthew and Luke wrote their respective gospels, the Gospel of Mark had already circulated quite widely around the churches and was being read in the churches to which Matthew and Luke respectively belonged.
Thus, whatever Mark intended his Gospel to be, his work, as Matthew and Luke knew it, had already come to be used and valued, not as a work focused on the particular circumstances of Mark's community, but as a work generally useful to various different churches. Matthew and Luke, therefore, must have expected that their Gospels would also circulate at least as widely as Mark's had already done. They must have envisaged an audience at least as broad as Mark's gospel had already achieved, even expecting their
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Digitised by the University of Pretoria, Library Services According to Bauckham (1998:13) , the current dominating view that each evangelist wrote for his own community should be seen as a result of British scholarship starting at the end of the nineteenth century. To his knowledge, Swete (1909) was first to advance a Roman provenance for Mark, shortly followed by Plummer (who proposed that
Luke was written for a specific Gentile audience) and the work of Streeter (in which he
proposes that the four Gospel each originated in one of the four major centers of early Christianity, i e, Antioch, Rome, Caesarea and Ephesus). According to Bauckham (1998:15-16) , the next impetus in the process by which the consensus came about that each evangelist wrote for his own specific community, came from Kilpatrick (1946; see Bauckham 1998: 15) , in that Kilpatrick takes it for granted that the community in which
Matthew wrote was the same as the community for whom he wrote. Kilpatrick's book is also the direct ancestor of the way recent commentaries on the Gospels (e g, Davies & an approach started to develop that aimed to reconstruct the distinctive features of the Markan community and to explain the Gospel as addressing specific issues within the community. Nowhere, however, Bauckham argues, arguments are put forward to substantiate this kind of working hypothesis, rather, it is treated as a self-evident fact that each Gospel addresses the specific circumstances of a particular community.
According to Bauckham (1998:19-22 ) all these attempts (since the late 1960s )
that take seriously the claim that each Gospel addresses the specific situation of a particular community have three main characteristics in common. One is the develop-
Digitised by the University of Pretoria, Library Services A Sitt/or the Gospel 0/ Marie? ment of allegorical readings of the gospels in the service of reconstructing not only the character but also the history of the community behind the gospels. In other words, characters and events referred to in the gospels are taken to represent groups and events (experiences) within the community. This method, according to Bauckham (1998:20) , leads to "historical fantasy". The second characteristic of scholars that claim that each gospel addresses the specific situation of a particular community is the increasing use of sophisticated social-scientifJ5= methods for reconstructing the respective communities behind each gospel. These methods, however, have taken over the same false assumption that in each gospel there indeed exists a relationship between a single context in which it was written and for which it was written. 18 The third aspect of the reading strategy adopted by the current consensus is that the so-called implied relationship between text and context leads them to understand features of the text that need not to be understood so at all. A study of the social status of the characters in Mark, for example, does not automatically mean that the social status of the implied audience are the same.
In the latter part of his article, Bauckham (1998:26-44 ) puts forward his arguments to substantiate his thesis that the gospels were written for any and every Christian audience in the late first century to which the Gospel might circulate. The first stage of his arguments consists in contrasting the gospels with the Pauline letters. Treating the contrast between the Pauline letters and the gospels as first stage of the argument is for
Bauckham important, since he is of the conviction that scholars of the consensus see the audiences of the gospels just as local and particularized as the major Pauline letters that address the specific needs and problems of each congregation that the letters are addressed to. According to Bauckham (1998:27-28) , the gospels are not letters, and to appreciate the difference between the two, the following two considerations have to be taken into account: first, the crucial difference of genre, and second, the question of why someone would want to put something down in writing.
18 At this point of his argument Bauckham (1998:22-25) asks the question if one must not suppose that the assumption that each gospel was written for the evangelist's own community has not indeed been confirmed by the results of this kind of reading of the gospels. He answers this question negatively. in that he argues that current scholarship does not proceed by arguing that certain features of a gospel are explicable only if understood as addressed to a specific audience rather than to a general audience. The results of current scholarship, therefore. "are results of applying to the text a specific reading strategy. not of showing that this reading strategy does better justice to the text than another reading strategy" (Bauckham 1998:22) .
that churches form 30 tot 70 CE had the motivation and means to communicate regularly and in depth with one another. Thompson is of the opinion that many of the early congregations were less than a week's travel away from a main hub in the Christian network. If Mark's gospel, for example, was indeed written in Rome (with the endorsement of Peter's preaching), it could not have taken long for this gospel to spread right through the Mediterranean world. He also argues that Acts and the epistles of Paul preserved good evidence that the early Christian communities had strong reasons for staying in close connection with each other. Concluding from this. Thompson (1998:69) argues that it was more likely that the Gospels were written not over a period of decades (i e, from 70 to 100 CE), but within a few years of each other.
network between the different Christian communities in early Christianity.21
To summarize: for Bauckham (1998:44) the early Christian movement was a "network of communities in constant communic~tion with each other, by messengers, letters and movements of leaders and teachers -moreover, a network around which
Christian literature circulated easily, quickly~ and widely." The idea of writing a gospel only for local consumption does not fit this picture. Bauckham (1998:44-48) concludes with the following hermeneutic observations:
The attempt by the current consensus in gospel scholarship to give the so-called Matthean or Markan communities a key hermeneutical role in the interpretation of the gospels have no hermeneutical relevance.
In regard to the implied audience of the Gospels, what Bauckham proposes do not only implies a gospel audience broader than the current consensus allows (e g, a range of churches over a specific geographical area), but an audience that is indefinite rather than specific. The audience of the gospels were any and every church to whom a specific gospel may circulate. The intended audience of each gospel was an open category.
21 Bauckham finds support for this argument in the work of Alexander (1998:71-109) . Alexander, in following Gamble (1995) , is of the opinion that abundant material evidence of book production among early Christians can be put forward, although it dates from the second century and beyond. The sheer volume of early Christian papyri from the second century onwards testifies to this fact. Although this evidence comes from the second century and onwards, she argues that the sheer volume of written material indicates the early popularity and widespread use of written material. From this evidence she concludes that written material must have been fairly widely used during the period of the writing and disseminating of the Gospels. New Testament scholarship, however, has indicated that the early Christian movement was all but one close-knit family. There were many different responses to the teachings of Jesus of Nazareth, responses that went different ways depending on their mix of peoples, social histories, discussions about the teachings of Jesus, and how they were to be interpreted and applied (Mack 1995:6) . Mack (1995:6) In regard to the congregations of the Christ, differences in opinion can also be detected: some cults gave no attention to the resurrection of Jesus, only reflecting on the death of Jesus and its supposed meaning for their own situation, others combined the Hellenistic myth of Jesus' death (as being a martyr) with the Jewish myth on the resur-22 Crossan (1999:239-574 ) is also of the opinion that the early Christian movement was a movement of diversity. Crossan's (1999:xxxiv) thesis is that in earliest Christianity at least two excluding and competing traditions existed, mimetic Christianity (the Life Tradition) and exegetic Christianity (the Death Tradition). The former put emphasis on the sayings of Jesus and on living in the kingdom of God, was centered in Galilee and went out from Galilee. The latter emphasized the resurrection of Jesus and his expected return, was centered in Jerusalem and went Out from Jerusalem. Both these traditions claimed exclusive continuity with the past.
SOME CRITICAL REFLECTIONS ON BAUCKHAM'S THEO-RY ON THE UNIVERSAL AUDIENCE OF THE GOSPELS
it SiIz/or the Gospel 0/ Mark? recti on (resurrection being the reward for a righteous life), and others gave attention to only the value of the resurrection ofJesus for one's salvation (see Mack 1988:100-113 Bauckham, only two possibilities exist: if someone needed to communicate over a distance with a specific identified audience, a letter was written, and if someone wanted to communicate over a distance with as many people as possible, a gospel was written.
24 How difficult it is to connect the gospel genre to an earlier antecedent such as the Greco-Roman bios can be seen when one looks at the arguments of, for example, Bultmann and Talbert in this regard. Bultmann (in Vorster 1981:15) argued that the gospels do not fit the bios as genre, since a) the gospels are mythical in character while the Greco-Roman bios do not make use of myths and mythical language; b) the gospels can be seen as cult legends, while the bios is not, and c) the gospels are, because of the eschatological orientation, world negating, while the Greco-Roman bios has no eschatological tendencies at all. Talbert (in Vorster 1981:16), in reaction to Bultmann, uses the same arguments to prove that the gospels indeed are 'biographies'. It should also be noted that the bios is not the only genre that has been proposed as antecedent for the gospels. Other possibilities that have been proposed are the aretology, tragedy, and comic tragedy (i e Hellenistic parallels) and Exodus, the biography of a righteous man and an apocalyptic drama (i e, Semitic parallels; see Vorster 1981:14-25).
Are there not, however, a few other possibilities also? Was it impossible, for example, that a teacher of a specific community wrote down his gospel for his community, and that his written gospel then (like the letters of Paul) started to circulate in the early Christian movement to be used by more than one believing community? Was it not also possible that someone in a specific believing community could have written down what he heard, and that what was written down (a gospel) started to circulate as widely as
Bauckham has suggested? There are still more possibilities available to us in this regard:
what if the leader of a specific community decided that, since his community knows the traditions he is making use of to tell his story about Jesus, decided to put in writing his version of the story in terms of traditions available, so that his community has a specific interpretation of the traditions known to them? What if the results of the Fonngeschichte (the work of Schmidt, Bultmann and Dibelius) are taken seriously in that the gospels are Kleinliteratur, the creation of believing communities itself? What if the gospels indeed were written by specific authors for a universal audience, and a specific community became attached to one specific gospel since it gave expression to its own internal problems ar.d situation? And because of this, this specific community shaped (amended or altered) the original text at specific points to fit their own needs even better? Would it not then serve the text better if the text is read or interpreted against that (or a) specific background? Also, is it not possible that some Gospels were written for individual communities, while others (e g, Luke with its "universal" message) were indeed produced to be first and foremost read by an universal audience?
Moreover, is it not the case that, after a text has been produced by a specific writer, the writer has no control over "his" text any more? In this regard Bauckharn, in my opinion, works with a modem assumption of the way texts are produced: they are written, printed and published, and then distributed for consumption. Was such a situation possible in the first century? In other words, is it not also possible that, the gospels we do have differ, for a number of reasons described above (if they were indeed com- for ex.ample, was first nothing but a sermon to Mark's own congregation, and, when the need arose for this specific story of Jesus (i e Mark) to be heard elsewhere, it was written down to be circulated?
In this regard, two other arguments of Bauckham (1998:32-33 ) need our attention. To substantiate his thesis that the gospels were written for a universal audience,
Bauckham argues that the early Christian movement was a network of communities with close and constant communication between them (Bauckham 1998:30) , that mobility was very high and that traveling between the different communities was easy and safe (Bauckham 1998:32) , and that the leaders of the Christian movement moved around quite often (Bauckham 1998:33-34) . If this indeed was the case, the question should be asked:
if the leaders of the Christian communities did travel a lot (since it was so safe and easy), and was received in a quite welcome fashion in each community they visited (since the Christian movement was so close-knit), why did orality not suffice in such a situation?
Was it then really necessary to put the gospel down in writing? Or are we to suppose that only four leaders of the early Christian community were not able to travel as much and where they wanted to, and therefore put down their gospels in writing?
Above all, Bauckham's theory on the mobility and the frequent moving around of Christian leaders in the early Christian movement is based on highly suspectable evidence. Bauckham (1998:33-34) , in substantiating his thesis that the early Christian leaders moved around quite often, quote in almost all cases tex.ts from the Acts of the Apostles to give a base for his argument. It is, however, more or less consensus in New
Testament scholarship that Acts is highly tendentious in character, in that Acts (as part of composition of the gospels has no hermeneutical relevance in understanding the gospels, it is not enough to simply practice an argument of silence. If Bauckham indeed is of the opinion that the date of the composition of a gospel has no importance in interpreting that specific gospel, it must be argued why this is the case.
The diversity of the gospels also needs our attention. According to Bauckham (1998:47-48) , the diversity of the gospels does not weaken his thesis in regard to the universality of the gospels' addressees. His thesis, Bauckham argues, simply denies what the consensus assumes: that the diversity of the gospels requires a diversity of readers.
The distinctive nature of John, for example, does not imply that its intended readers were a highly distinctive branch of early Christianity, different from the readership of other gospels. It implies only that its author(s) wished to propagate his own distinctive theological rendering of the gospel story among whatever readers it might reach. This argument of Bauckham is, of course, based on two other arguments that form part of his thesis that have been already questioned above: that the early Christian movement was an open, conflict free and irenic movement, and that the audiences of the gQspels were indefinite rather than specific. Three observations can be made in this regard. First, the early Christian movement, as indicated above, was all but conflict free and irenic. Second, Bauckham works with a modem Western view of the way texts are produced, printed and circulated. Third, albeit that the gospels were written for indefinite audiences, audiences indeed were specific, in that if they were not, no audiences actually existed. Would, for example, an audience that was negative with regard to a gnostic interpretation of the message of Jesus, receive a gospel like John or Thomas at all?
The fact of the matter is that the gospels are diverse in terms of their content. Again it is my opinion that Bauckham does not make enough of the first century
Christian movement as first and foremost oral in character. Written texts were the exception, not the rule. If this was the case in the first century, and the gospels were indeed produced by individual authors for a general and universal audience, we shall have to rethink the date of the composition of the respective gospels most seriously, since they could only then have been written much later. Bauckham will then have to amend his thesis in the sense that the gospels were written for a general Christian audience from the middle of the second century, when the writing of texts started to become more part of the order of the day (e g, the writings of the apostolic Fathers). Is it, however, possible • his understanding of the process of writing and/or creation of the gospels is reductionistic;
• Bauckham has not proved in a convincing manner that the genre of the gospels can be categorized as a special category of the Greco-Roman bios;
• Bauckham's view that the different audiences/communities in early Christianity, as well as their specific circumstances, played no part in both the writing or content of the gospels, can be questioned;
• Bauckham works with a modem, Western-like model in his postulation of how the gospels were created, a model that does not take into account the full implications of the early Christian movement as an oral culture;
• the diversity of the gospels is not appreciated enough; and • Bauckham' s thesis lacks an attempt to date the different gospels, an enterprise which, if undertaken, could make his thesis vulnerable at some points.
In short, Bauckham' s main thesis, and his arguments by which it is substantiated, are not convincing enough.
By this it is not meant that the "old consensus" is right and that Bauckham is wrong. What is meant is that the old consensus, which assumes that each of the gospels was written to address the specific problems, circumstances and questions of a specific believing community, still seems to be a better hermeneutical tool to understand, not only any given/postulated audience or gospel, but also the diversity of the early Christian movement.
By situating the audience of Mark's gospel, for example, in Galilee (or southern Syria) it becomes possible to understand why Mark, as a theological construct, depicts
Galilee ( Again, this choice does not mean that this is the one and only way Mark can be interpreted, and that all other interpretations of Mark (e g, against a postulated Roman setting) are not possible. What is argued is that the context of Galilee, as postulated above, is used as relevant hermeneutical key to understand the text. If another setting is postulated that makes the text more understandable, it must be taken note of. The context advanced by Bauckham, however, does not fall in this category.
